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DETAILED ACTION 

The amendment filed on 9/25/06 has been received and considered. Claims 1-46 are 
presented for examination. 

Response to Amended Claims 

1. Amendments to claims 2, 17, and 32 have been acknowledged and considered. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 1, 16, and 31 are objected to because of the following informalities: "said 
common input variables", previously "input variables", lacks antecedent support. 
References to the same limitation should remain consistent. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 16-20, 22, 25, 31, 35, 37 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee, US Patent No. 6,795,800 (hereinafter Lee), 
further in view of Henrichs et al., US Patent No. 5,247,468 (hereinafter Henrichs). Lee 
discloses a method for statistically simulating the performance of an integrated circuit 
by extracting parameter sets (see Abstract). However, Lee does not disclose displaying 
the output of the statistically simulated performance. This is accomplished by 
Henrichs, who discloses displaying the user-defined output parameters. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine 1) receiving input, 2) processing the input, and 3) displaying the output, 
motivated by the desire to have the user more easily and readily assess the visual 
output, which saves time and energy. 

1 . Claims 6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 21, 23, 24, 26-29, 36, 38, 44 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lee, US Patent No. 6,795,800 (hereinafter Lee), 
further in view of Henrichs et al., US Patent No. 5,247,468 (hereinafter Henrichs), 
further in view of the Microsoft Excel™ spreadsheet program. Neither Lee nor 
Henrichs discloses setting input variables with a slider in a task window, nor using 3-D 
plots, scatter plots, and bar charts, nor the use of different colors. The Microsoft 
spreadsheet program Excel™ is capable of all of these functions. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine these functions with the previous two inventions, motivated by the desire to 
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have this well-known and widely used statistical program to cut down on time, effort, 
and cost in the creation of the desired output. 

2. Claims 15, 30, and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lee, US Patent No. 6,795,800 (hereinafter Lee), further in view of Henrichs et al., 
US Patent No. 5,247,468 (hereinafter Henrichs), further in view of the Microsoft Excel™ 
spreadsheet program, and further in view of "Using Applets in Teaching Mathematics" 
by Heath (hereinafter Heath). In addition, Heath discloses the concept of moving a 
value along a slider to change a graphic representation dynamically in real time. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to incorporate this functionality into the invention, motivated by 
the desire to see the immediate results of modifying parameters, thus easing the use of 
the program and allowing users to more confidently perform "what-if" analysis. 

3. Finally, the concept of the client-server relationship is a well-known idea in 
computer processing, and thus it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to have this widely used relationship for 
the comparing integrated circuit technologies motivated by the desire to have 
convenience in accessing and processing data. 

4. For claim 1, Lee and Henrichs teach: 

A method for comparing integrated circuit technologies, comprising: 

(a) receiving input variables for a plurality of integrated circuit technologies (See Lee, 

col. 2, lines 15-19, Fig. 2); 
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(b) processing said common input variables (See col. 3, lines 55-59); and 

(c) displaying at least one output variable for each of said plurality of integrated circuit 
technologies in a graphical form so that said plurality of integrated circuit technologies 
are comparable based on said at least one output variable (See Henrichs col. 2, "display 
the value of a selected user-defined output parameter"; see Lee col. 3, lines 55-59). 

6. For claim 2, Lee teaches: 

The method of claim 1, wherein said plurality of integrated circuit technologies 
comprises Platform ASIC (application-specific). (Lee teaches that the performance of 
any integrated circuit technology can be simulated). 

7. For claim 3, Lee teaches: 

The method of claim 2, wherein said plurality of integrated circuit technologies further 
comprises ASIC (application-specific integrated circuit) and FPGA (field-programmable 
gate array). (Lee teaches that the performance of any integrated circuit technology can 
be simulated.) 

8. For claim 4, Lee teaches: 

The method of claim 1, wherein said input variables comprise number of customizable 
gates, maximum time to prototype, and yearly product volume (Lee teaches that any 
variable can be inputted, see "model parameters", "may have physical meaning", "may 
indicate simple coefficients in SPICE", see col. 1, lines 15-32, col. 2, lines 15-18). 

9. For claim 5, Lee teaches: 
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The method of claim 4, wherein said input variables further comprise number of IP 
(intellectual property) blocks (Lee teaches that any variable can be inputted, see " model 
parameters", "may have physical meaning", "may indicate simple coefficients in 
SPICE", see col. 1, lines 15-32, col. 2, lines 15-18). 

10. For claim 6, Microsoft Excel™ teaches: 

The method of claim 1, wherein said input variables are set with sliders in a task 
window of a graphical user interface by a user (For example: after creating an object 
choose Fill Color, More Fill Colors, Custom; slide bar on side allows user to adjust color 
input). 

11 . For claim 7, Lee teaches: 

The method of claim 1, wherein said at least one output variable comprises risk and cost 
(Lee discloses that any output can be calculated, see col. 2, lines 15-19). 

12. For claim 8, Microsoft Excel™ teaches: 

The method of claim 7, wherein said graphical form is a 3-D plot having a first axis for 
time to prototype, a second axis for said cost, and a third axis for said risk (Microsoft 
Excel™ contains this function, and inherently can use any variables on any axis). 

13. For claim 9, Microsoft Excel™ teaches: 

The method of 8, wherein each of said plurality of integrated circuit technologies has a 
separate 3-D plot (Microsoft Excel™ contains this function, and can inherently make 
separate plots). 

14. For claim 10, Lee teaches: 
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The method of claim 1, wherein said at least one output variable comprises success and 
cost (Lee teaches that any output can be calculated, see col. 2, lines 15-19). 

15. For claim 11, Microsoft Excel™ teaches: 

The method of claim 10, wherein said graphical form is a 3-D plot having a first axis for 
time to prototype, a second axis for said cost, and a third axis for said success (Microsoft 
Excel™ contains this function, and can inherently make 3-D plots with three axes for 
any three variables). 

16. For claim 12, Microsoft Excel™ teaches: 

The method of 11, wherein said plurality of integrated circuit technologies have a single 
3-D plot, and each of said plurality of integrated circuit technologies is represented by 
different color (Microsoft Excel™ contains this function, and can inherently represent 
different variables with different colors). 

17. For claim 13, Microsoft Excel™ teaches: 

The method of claim 1, wherein said graphical form comprises a scatter plot having a 
first axis for time to prototype, a second axis for number of customizable gates, and a 
third axis for yearly volume, said scatter plot having a plurality of dots, each dot in 
color representing one of said plurality of integrated circuit technologies with the least 
cost or in color representing infeasibiiity (Microsoft Excel™ contains this function, and 
can inherently represent different variables with different colors). 

18. For claim 14, Microsoft Excel™ teaches: 
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The method of claim 13, wherein said graphical form further comprises a bar chart 
showing a slack profit for one of said plurality of integrated circuit technologies for a 
selected dot (Microsoft Excel™ contains this function). 

19. For claim 15, Heath teaches: 

The method of claim 14, wherein when a user moves a value along one of said axes of 
said scatter plot, said bar chart changes dynamically in real time (See "Users simply 
select the t A subO slider and increase its value", "...applets manipulate several 
parameters so the student can instantly see both the numerical and graphical 
solutions..."). 

20. For claim 16, see rejection of claim 1. A computer-readable medium is 
inherently used as part of the Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

21. For claim 17, see rejection of claim 2. A computer-readable medium is 
inherently used as part of the Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

22. For claim 18, see rejection of claim 3. A computer-readable medium is inherently 
used as part of the Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

23. For claim 19, see rejection of claim 4. A computer-readable medium is 
inherently used as part of the Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

24. For claim 20, see rejection of claim 5. A computer-readable medium is inherently 
used as part of the Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

25. For claim 21, see rejection of claim 6. A computer-readable medium is inherently 
used as part of Microsoft Excel™. 
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26. For claim 22, see rejection of claim 7. A computer-readable medium is inherently 
used as part of the Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

27. For claim 23, see rejection of claim 8. A computer-readable medium is inherently 
used as part of Microsoft Excel™. 

28. For claim 24, see rejection of claim 9. A computer-readable medium is inherently 
used as part of Microsoft Excel™. 

29. For claim 25, see rejection of claim 10. A computer-readable medium is 
inherently used as part of the Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

30. For claim 26, see rejection of claim 11. A computer-readable medium is inherently 
used as part of Microsoft Excel™. 

31. For claim 27, see rejection of claim 12. A computer-readable medium is inherently 
used as part of Microsoft Excel™. 

32. For claim 28, see rejection of claim 13. A computer-readable medium is 
inherently used as part of Microsoft Excel™. 

33. For claim 29, see rejection of claim 14. A computer-readable medium is 
inherently used as part of Microsoft Excel™. 

34. For claim 30, see rejection of claim 15. A computer-readable medium is 
inherently used as part of the applets disclosed by Heath. 

35. For claim 31, see rejection of claim 1. A computer system comprising a CPU, a 
display and a memory including an operating system having a GUI is inherently used 
as part of the Lee and Henrichs inventions. 



Application/ Control Number: 10/689,494 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2123 

36. For claim 32, see rejection of claim 2. A computer system is inherently part of the 
Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

37. For claim 33, see rejection of claim 3. A computer system is inherently part of the 
Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

38. For claim 34, see rejection of claim 4. A computer system is inherently part of the 
Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

39. For claim 35, see rejection of claim 5. A computer system is inherently part of the 
Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

40. For claim 36, see rejection of claim 6. A computer system is inherently part of 
Microsoft Excel™. 

41. For claim 37, see rejection of claim 7. A computer system is inherently part of the 
Lee and Henrichs inventions. 

42. For claim 38, see rejection of claim 8. A computer system is inherently part of 
Microsoft Excel™. 

43. For claim 39, see rejection of claim 9. A computer system is inherently part of 
Microsoft Excel™. 

44. For claim 40, see rejection of claim 10. A computer system is inherently part of 
Microsoft Excel™. 

45. For claim 41, see rejection of claim 11. A computer system is inherently part of 
Microsoft Excel™. 
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46. For claim 42, see rejection of claim 12. A computer system is inherently part of 
Microsoft Excel™. 

47. For claim 43, see rejection of claim 13. A computer system is inherently part of 
Microsoft Excel™. 

48. For claim 44, see rejection of claim 14. A computer system is inherently part of 
Microsoft Excel™. 

49. For claim 45, see rejection of claim 15. A computer system is inherently part of the 
applets disclosed by Heath. 

50. For claim 46, a computer system of claim 31, wherein said central processing unit 
is located in a server, and said memory is located in a client is an obvious variation, due 
to its commonly known usage. 

Response to Arguments 

51. Applicant's arguments filed 9/21/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

52. Applicant argues that Lee does not mention integrated circuit technologies, and 
only compares the electrical characteristics of specific simulated circuits. On the 
contrary, Lee teaches the simulation of the performance of an integrated circuit design 
(see Abstract) using model parameter sets that are input to a simulation program, the 
performances of the integrated circuit are simulated, and the simulated performances 
are compared with one another (see column 3, lines 43 to 62). 
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53. Incidentally, in "Background of the Invention", no definition of 'integrated circuit 
technologies' is given, only examples. Thus, the term is broad enough to cover all 
instances of integrated circuit comparisons. 

54. Applicant argues that Henrichs fails to teach displaying output variables for each 
integrated circuit technology in a graphical form. Examiner was not relying upon 
Henrichs for this teaching. Lee provides the teaching of receiving input variables for a 
plurality of integrated circuit technologies. Henrichs is provided for concept of 
displaying user-defined output parameters. It is the combined teachings that the 
Examiner is relying upon to address the limitations of the claim and it is clear from the 
above rejections as to which piece of art teaches which portion of the claims. Rejections 
are maintained. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date 
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of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nithya Janakiraman whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1003. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 8:00am- 
5:00pm, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Rodriguez can be reached on (571)272-3753. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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